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this out, including the Presiding Offi-
cer, in the very first meeting of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee.

I encourage every Member of the
Senate to vote for the Clay Hunt sui-
cide prevention bill and make an in-
vestment in the future of the lives we
will save of our veterans who return
with mental health problems.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
want to begin by thanking Chairman
ISAKSON for giving the Clay Hunt Sui-
cide Prevention for American Veterans
Act the priority it needs and deserves.
I know the Presiding Officer, as a vet-
eran, understands and supports the
vital mission of this legislation.

I also want to thank the veterans
service organizations, particularly the
IAVA, for the critical role they have
played in heightening awareness and
educating the American public about
the scourge that veteran suicide re-
flects in our society, the unacceptable
22 veterans who commit suicide every
day in the greatest, strongest Nation
in the history of the world.

Our veterans all too often succumb
to the invisible wounds and inner de-
mons that come home with them. They
lack the mental health care they need
and deserve because the VA lacks the
resources to provide that health care.

I know the VA is committed to do
better. Senator ISAKSON and I have just
returned from 3 hours at the VA, where
we heard the Secretary, as well as his
top-ranking staff, commit to using this
act as a means of enhancing and in-
creasing the quality and quantity of
mental health care our veterans de-
serve. Far too many of our veterans
have succumbed to suicide, including a
friend of mine, Justin Eldridge, whose
widow Joanna was my guest at the
State of the Union.

She has struggled in the wake of his
death with their children to survive
this tragedy. Her courage and strength
mirror those same qualities of bravery
and fortitude demonstrated by Susan
Selke who testified before our com-
mittee about her son Clay Hunt, for
whom this bill is named. My hope is we
can continue this bipartisan work to-
gether.

I thank Senator McCAIN, the cospon-
sor of this bill, and hope we keep faith
with all of our veterans and make the
VA the pioneer and champion of men-
tal health care so we end the scourge of
veteran suicide in this great Nation.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this measure.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ISAKSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
for a vote to be called, and I ask that
it be a rollcall vote on the Clay Hunt
Suicide Prevention for American Vet-
erans Act.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRUZ). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 50 Leg.]

YEAS—99
Alexander Fischer Murray
Ayotte Flake Nelson
Baldwin Franken Paul
Barrasso Gardner Perdue
Bennet Gillibrand Peters
Blumenthal Graham Portman
Blunt Grassley Reed
Booker Hatch Reid
Boozman Heinrich Risch
Boxer Heitkamp Roberts
Brown Heller Rounds
Burr Hirono Rubio
Cantwell Hoeven Sanders
Capito Inhofe Sasse
Cardin Isakson Schatz
Carper Johnson Schumer
Casey Kaine Scott
Cassidy King Sessions
Coats Klobuchar Shaheen
Cochran Lankford Shelby
Collins Leahy Stabenow
Coons Lee Sullivan
Corker Manchin Tester
Cornyn Markey Thune
Cotton McCain Tillis
Crapo McCaskill Toomey
Cruz McConnell Udall
Daines Menendez Vitter
Donnelly Merkley Warner
Durbin Mikulski Warren
Enzi Moran Whitehouse
Ernst Murkowski Wicker
Feinstein Murphy Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The bill (H.R. 203) was passed.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:32 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN).

——————

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2015—MOTION TO PROCEED—Con-
tinued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, as we
begin this debate on funding for the
Department of Homeland Security, we
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face some fundamental questions: Are
we going to prioritize the safety and
security of the American people? Or
are we going to put the country at risk
because of an ideological disagree-
ment?

That is the choice I believe we face
with this bill. We can either pass a
clean bill that makes critical invest-
ments in our Nation’s security or we
can put this country at risk by playing
politics with the funding for the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

We all know these are dangerous
times that we live in. Every day, new
threats emerge that endanger our citi-
zens at home and our allies abroad. The
Department of Homeland Security’s
role in protecting our country from
these threats cannot be overstated, and
its funding should not be controversial.

Right now, the U.S. law enforcement
community is on high alert for terror
threats after attacks in Sydney, Aus-
tralia, and Ottawa, Canada, and in
Paris. Just 2 weeks ago, an Ohio man
was arrested when authorities discov-
ered he was plotting to blow up the
U.S. Capitol in an ISIS-inspired plan. I
believe, as the Presiding Officer under-
stands, the man was from Ohio.

ISIS has thousands of foreign fight-
ers, including Americans, among their
ranks who seek to return to their home
countries to do harm—not to mention
the barbarity of ISIS today in Kkilling
the Jordanian pilot whom they had in
their custody.

These are very real threats—a clear
and present danger to the homeland—
and because they are so real, we need
our counterterrorism intelligence com-
munity operating at full strength. We
need the entire Department of Home-
land Security fully engaged in keeping
our Nation safe.

Last week, President Bush’s two
Homeland Security Secretaries, Tom
Ridge and Michael Chertoff, joined
former DHS Secretary Janet Napoli-
tano in a letter to Congress. The three
of them wrote:

The national security role that the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security plays . . . is crit-
ical to ensuring that our nation is safe from
harm. . .. It is imperative that we ensure
that DHS is ready, willing, and able to pro-
tect the American people . .. we urge you
not to risk funding for the operations that
protect every American and pass a clean
DHS funding bill.

All three former Secretaries—two of
whom served under a Republican Presi-
dent and one under a Democratic Presi-
dent—are warning us that the safety
and security of our Nation are at risk
if we hold up funding for Homeland Se-
curity operations.

Anything short of passing a clean
funding bill will endanger important
security operations and could very well
put our citizens at risk. But because of
the anti-immigration riders that have
been attached by House Republicans,
the bill we are about to vote on cannot
become law. Senate Democrats are not
going to support it. The President has
already said he will veto it. And, fur-
thermore, according to the nonpartisan
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Congressional Budget Office, the bill
also adds $7.5 billion to the deficit.

Last week, Senator MIKULSKI and I
introduced a clean bill that is modeled
after the bicameral, bipartisan agree-
ment that was negotiated last Decem-
ber by Senator MIKULSKI, who was then
chair of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, and Congressman HAL
ROGERS, then chair of the House Appro-
priations Committee. The bipartisan
bill negotiated by Senator MIKULSKI
and Congressman ROGERS is a good bill.
It is in line with the Murray-Ryan
budget deal. It will help keep our Na-
tion safe and secure, funding key coun-
terterrorism, intelligence, and law en-
forcement activities, and will also
strengthen the protections on our bor-
ders.

So our position on this issue is clear:
Congress needs to pass a clean, full-
year funding bill without any con-
troversial immigration riders that are
not going to be able to gain support,
that the President has already said he
is going to veto. It is that simple.
There is too much at stake for the se-
curity of our Nation to play politics
with this bill.

Before I conclude, I would note again
that the House-passed Department of
Homeland Security funding bill in-
cludes several immigration-related
provisions that draw budget points of
order against the bill. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, the immi-
gration-related provisions would in-
crease the deficit by $7.5 billion over 10
years. In addition, the bill includes lan-
guage relating to the budgetary treat-
ment of these provisions. The result is
multiple points of order that would not
apply to the bill if the immigration
provisions had not been added.

Mr. President, I have a parliamen-
tary inquiry: Does a budget point of
order lie against H.R. 240 pursuant to
section 311(a)(2)(B) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the point of order
lies.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Does a budget point
of order lie against the bill pursuant to
section 311(a)(3) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the point of order
does lie.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. And does a budget
point of order lie against the bill pur-
suant to section 306 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised again that the budget
point of order does lie.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise to
highlight the importance of voting yes
to proceed to the Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill for
2015, H.R. 240. This bill, which has
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passed the House, is necessary to pro-
tect our borders, fight terrorism, and
defend communities under threat from
natural disasters. The list of national
security-related programs this bill pro-
vides resources for is long, but before I
speak to those programs in greater de-
tail, I will reinforce the importance of
proceeding to this DHS appropriations
bill.

DHS’s funding expires on February
27. To my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle who do not want to proceed
to this bill, I would just point out, we
need to take up this DHS appropria-
tions funding bill and debate it—to let
the Senate do its work.

We just passed a Keystone bill after
the consideration of more than 40
amendments. At the end of the day, we
were able to produce a bill that gar-
nered 62 votes. I urge my colleagues to
let the Senate do its business. Vote yes
on cloture on the motion to proceed.

Now I would like to walk through
some of the things this bill funds. I
want to remind my colleagues how
critical these DHS operations are to
the economic prosperity, public safety,
and security of the American people.

The bill provides $39.67 billion in net
discretionary appropriations plus $6.4
billion in disaster funding.

Let’s take a look at some of the crit-
ical security functions this bill pro-
vides.

The bill provides $10.7 billion for Cus-
toms and Border Protection—an in-
crease of $119 million over fiscal year
2014. It supports record levels of per-
sonnel, tactical infrastructure, tech-
nology, and air and marine assets, in-
cluding 21,370 Border Patrol agents;
23,775 Customs and Border Protection
officers; miles of fencing and border
roads; fixed and mobile surveillance
and detection technology; aircraft and
vessels outfitted with the latest sensor
technology, as well as unmanned aerial
systems; reused technology from the
Department of Defense, such as teth-
ered aerostat radar systems.

The bill also includes funding for a
biometric exit pilot program in air-
ports in 2015, as well as improvements
to the Department’s biometric system
to support exit implementation in the
future.

The bill provides $5.96 billion for Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement,
ICE—an increase of $689 million over
fiscal year 2014, which is a 13-percent
increase.

It holds the administration’s feet to
the fire by maintaining a record 34,000
adult detention beds.

It responds to the recent flood of
families coming across our border by
significantly increasing family deten-
tion beds from 96 to 3,828.

It provides increases for the criminal
alien program and for fugitive oper-
ations, both of which are critical to
identifying, apprehending, and remov-
ing the criminals that the administra-
tion claims are a priority.

The bill provides increases for Home-
land Security Investigations to combat
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human trafficking, cyber crime, child
exploitation, and drug smuggling.

It also includes $50 million for the
Visa Security Program and supports
enforcement to address visa overstays.

In addition, the bill provides strong
support for the Secret Service, an orga-
nization that requires reform and con-
gressional oversight, given recent inci-
dents, with $81 million above fiscal
year 2014.

In addition to funding increases asso-
ciated with preparations for the 2016
campaign season, the bill provides $25
million to begin addressing security
needs at the White House complex.

Recognizing the need for a state-of-
the-art biosafety level 4 research facil-
ity to prepare for and respond to ani-
mal-borne and other biologic threats,
this bill provides the funding necessary
to construct the National Bio and
Agro-Defense Facility.

The bill provides more than $10 bil-
lion for the Coast Guard. It continues
our commitment to recapitalization of
the Coast Guard fleet, including fund-
ing the 8th National Security Cutter.
And it takes a serious step to address
nearer term heavy ice breaker needs
with $8 million for preserving the Polar
Sea.

The bill supports our cyber security
efforts as a nation, both protecting
government systems and working with
the private sector to share threat in-
formation and protective measures.

Since homeland security is a na-
tional effort, the bill continues funding
for grant programs to State and local
firefighters, emergency managers, and

law enforcement—$467 million for
State homeland security grants, in-
cluding $55 million for Operation

Stonegarden related to border security;
$800 million for the Urban Area Secu-
rity Initiative, port security grants,
and transit security grants; $680 mil-
lion for fire assistance grants; $350 mil-
lion for Emergency Management Pro-
gram grants.

For research and development ef-
forts, funding is provided consistent
with fiscal year 2014 levels. The
Science and Technology Directorate
supports research and development at
our national labs, with our university
partners, and in the private sector to
meet homeland security needs.

The bill also provides for aviation se-
curity screening operations by the
TSA, law enforcement training needs
by the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center, and E-Verify, which
supports businesses across the United
States in hiring legal workers.

Finally, the bill provides the re-
quested almost $7 billion for the Dis-
aster Relief Fund to assist with recov-
ery costs for communities hit by nat-
ural disasters.

What the bill does not fund is the
President’s Executive actions. The
House bill includes several amend-
ments that are targeted at reversing
the President’s actions and articu-
lating priorities for immigration en-
forcement.
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The President’s actions overstepped
his authority. His actions put illegal
immigrants ahead of legal immigrants
who are hoping to be a part of the
American dream, who are following
and respecting the Nation’s laws.

The immigration system is broken,
but it cannot be fixed through Execu-
tive actions that exceed the President’s
authority. Instead, it should be accom-
plished through legislative reforms
that start with border security, do not
provide amnesty, and respect the rule
of law.

I leave my colleagues with this
thought: We need to support these vital
national security programs. Vote yes
on cloture on the motion to proceed to
this bill, and let’s get to work.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield for a question?

Mr. HOEVEN. I will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. 1 certainly appre-
ciate Senator HOEVEN, who chairs the
Appropriations Subcommittee on
Homeland Security, for laying out the
case for the importance of the funding
for critical security agencies in this
bill—for the Coast Guard, for Customs
and Border Patrol, for efforts to ad-
dress security at our border, for cyber
security.

As the Senator pointed out, there is a
lot of very important funding in this
bill to address homeland security. I
wonder if the Senator agrees with me
that we should support the funding of
this bill and that if we are going to
have a debate about the President’s Ex-
ecutive actions, it should be a separate
debate on immigration rather than
putting at risk the funding in this bill
to protect our Nation.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I would
like to respond to my colleague from
the State of New Hampshire. I thank
her for her work on our Appropriations
Committee on the Department of
Homeland Security and—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will yield.

All time for debate has expired.

Mr. HOEVEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 1 minute to respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, she and
I will be continuing to work together
on this and other important issues, but
the reality is that we need to proceed
to this bill so that we can get the fund-
ing in place.

Let’s proceed to the bill. Let’s have
the debate. Let’s have amendments.
Let’s do the work of the Senate on this
important legislation. That is why we
need a ‘‘yes’’ on this cloture motion to
proceed—so we can get on this funding
bill and go to work, have debate, have
amendments, and do the work of the
Senate on funding DHS, which is very
important for our country.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant

to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
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Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 240, making appro-
priations for the Department of Homeland
Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015.

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Richard
Burr, Jerry Moran, John Thune, John-
ny Isakson, Marco Rubio, Roy Blunt,
Pat Roberts, Deb Fischer, John Booz-
man, David Vitter, Tim Scott, Roger F.
Wicker, Richard C. Shelby, Michael B.
Enzi, Rand Paul.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to H.R. 240, an act making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Homeland Security for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2015, and for
other purposes, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 51 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Alexander Enzi Paul
Ayotte Ernst Perdue
Barrasso Fischer Portman
Blunt Flake Risch
Boozman Gardner Roberts
Burr Graham Rounds
Capito Grassley Rubio
Cassidy Hatch Sasse
Coats Hoeven Scott
Cochran Inhofe Sessions
Collins Isakson Shelby
Corker Johnson Sullivan
Cornyn Lankford Thune
Cotton Lee Tillis
Crapo McCain Toomey
Cruz Moran Vitter
Daines Murkowski Wicker

NAYS—48
Baldwin Heinrich Murray
Bennet Heitkamp Nelson
Blumenthal Heller Peters
Booker Hirono Reed
Boxer Kaine Reid
Brown King Sanders
Cantwell Klobuchar Schatz
Cardin Leahy Schumer
Carper Manchin Shaheen
Casey Markey Stabenow
Coons McCaskill Tester
Donnelly McConnell Udall
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Warren
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murphy Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 48.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
enter a motion to reconsider the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is entered.

The majority whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, yester-
day President Obama, as part of the
rollout of his blueprint budget that
calls for more than $2 trillion in new
taxes and adds more than $8 trillion to
our national debt over the next 10
years, visited the Department of Home-
land Security to urge the House of Rep-
resentatives to pass a funding bill for
that Department.

It struck me as somewhat odd that
the President would go to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and ask
the House to pass a bill to fund the De-
partment of Homeland Security since
they have already done it. They passed
a $40 billion funding bill to fund the
Department of Homeland Security. It
seems to me the President—rather
than giving a speech at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security—needs to
be talking to Members of his own polit-
ical party. If the President wants Con-
gress to pass a Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill, then
he needs to talk to our friends in the
minority in the Senate who just
blocked consideration of a $40 billion
Department of Homeland Security
funding bill.

I know what they will say. They will
say: We don’t like parts of the bill. But
the only way to finish a bill is to start
a bill, and today they voted to refuse
to start that process.

Why in the world is it that the Sen-
ate Democrats will not even allow this
particular legislation to be debated and
amended? One of the reasons is that
they probably don’t want to revisit the
President’s own repeated assertions—22
different times—when he said he didn’t
believe he had the legal authority to
issue the Executive action he issued in
November of 2014. Twenty-two times he
said: I don’t have the authority.

In 2013, when the President was
speaking at an immigration event, he
was interrupted by a heckler who urged
him to stop deportations by Executive
fiat. In response, the President said:

If in fact I could solve all these problems
without passing laws in Congress, then I
would do so. But we’re also a nation of
laws—that’s part of our tradition.

Thus spoke the President of the
United States on 1 of those 22 different
occasions.

Maybe our colleagues in the minority
don’t want to debate this bill because
they don’t want to have to answer
questions from their constituents
about those 22 different occasions when
the President said, ‘‘I don’t have the
authority,” and explain how they now
agree with him and that somehow he
miraculously got that authority absent
an act of Congress.

I can think of another reason our
friends on the Democratic side are re-
luctant to allow us to even begin de-
bate on this legislation. I have had the
honor of participating in naturaliza-
tion ceremonies all across my State. I
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have witnessed men and women who
were born in other countries, came to
the United States of America, raised
their right hand and swore allegiance
to the U.S. Constitution. They may
have come from Mexico, India, Viet-
nam or from any one of a number of
other countries, but they decided, not-
withstanding from where they came,
they wanted to be an American.

Those naturalization ceremonies are
almost like birthdays—a celebration of
one’s birth—because in a way it is a
birthday. It is a day when they become
proud Americans.

As Americans we believe in the bene-
fits of legal immigration because in
many cases it was our parents, grand-
parents or great-grandparents who
came here from another country in
search of the American dream—a bet-
ter place to live, work, and raise a fam-
ily.

Sadly, the President of the United
States has made it clear his adminis-
tration is willing to take the people
who played by the rules and applied for
immigration and legal status to be-
come an American citizen and Kkick
them to the back of the line. This
President has kicked the people who
played by the rules to the back of the
line, and he has moved people who did
not play by the rules to the front of the
line. That is fundamentally unfair. It
also sends a terrible message that we
are going to reward people who break
the law and we are going to punish peo-
ple who follow and comply with the
law.

So maybe our colleagues across the
aisle don’t really want to talk about
that, and that is the reason they voted
not to proceed to even begin to debate
this important Department of Home-
land Security appropriations bill—
again, a bill that was passed by the
House that would fund, to the tune of
roughly $40 billion, the functions of the
Department of Homeland Security. Yet
our friends in the minority have said:
We don’t even want to talk about it. I
can tell my colleagues what they don’t
want to talk about. They don’t want to
talk about the President’s unconstitu-
tional Executive action which he
issued or announced last November.

Here are some interesting quotes
from some of our colleagues in the mi-
nority. The senior Senator from West
Virginia said: I wish he wouldn’t do it.
He was talking about the President’s
stated intention to issue his Executive
action.

The senior Senator from Missouri, a
member of the minority party, said: I
have to be honest. How this is coming
about makes me uncomfortable.

Then there is the junior Senator
from Indiana who said: I am as frus-
trated as anyone in Congress that it is
not doing its job, but the President
shouldn’t make such significant policy
changes on his own.

Then there is the junior Senator
from North Dakota, a member of the
minority party, who said: It could poi-
son any hope of compromise or biparti-
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sanship in the new Senate before it has
even started. That is what a Democrat
from North Dakota said about the
President’s stated intention to issue
his Executive action.

The senior Senator from Minnesota
said: I have concerns.

Then there is Senator KING from
Maine who said: And I also frankly am
concerned about the constitutional
separation of powers.

The Senator from Maine isn’t the
only one because 26 different States
have filed a lawsuit in the Southern
District of Texas challenging the con-
stitutionality of the President’s Execu-
tive action, and the Federal district
judge could rule at any time on that.

Then there is the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will
my colleague from Texas yield for a
question?

Mr. CORNYN. I will not yield at this
time, Mr. President. I will be glad to
yield at the conclusion of my remarks
if the Senator still has a question.

Then there is the Senator from Mon-
tana who said: I would prefer that the
Congress act, yes.

Then there is the Senator from Dela-
ware who said: What I would say to
Congress, I am going to give you a lit-
tle bit of time in the new Congress, and
I expect you to do something.

So that is eight Members of the mi-
nority party who said they are more
than a little uncomfortable about what
the President has done. Yet today the
Members of the minority party have
voted in lockstep to deny a debate, any
opportunity to discuss how to fund the
Department of Homeland Security,
how to rein in a reckless President who
has overreached his constitutional au-
thority.

Here are some other provisions that
are actually in the House bill that per-
haps some of the Members of the mi-
nority are a little bit nervous to talk
about, much less vote on.

The House has offered as part of their
bill a rider which defunds Executive ac-
tions treating domestic violence, sex-
ual abuse, and child exploitation of-
fenders as secondary priorities for re-
moval. In other words, the President’s
Executive action took people who have
actually committed crimes—not just
entered the country illegally but com-
mitted other crimes—and made them
nonpriority in terms of removal.

Then, of course, there is the provi-
sion of the House bill that says we
don’t want to disadvantage legal immi-
grants and people who played by the
rules because the House recognized
that is exactly what the President’s
Executive action did. It kicked the
people who played by the rules to the
back of the line and the people who did
not to the front of the line. But our
friends in the minority obviously don’t
want to talk about that either.

Millions of foreign-born immigrants
have become successful, patriotic
American citizens. We are richer as a
country because of the contributions
they have made to our great land.
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The fundamental choice we have is,
are we going to have controlled immi-
gration or uncontrolled immigration?
The President and apparently his polit-
ical party have embraced uncontrolled,
illegal immigration as their cause.

We, on the other hand, have said we
believe in the benefits to our great
country of legal immigration and as-
similation because that is who we are.
All of us have a family story some-
where back in our history. Mine goes
back to the 19th century following a
potato crop famine in Ireland that
caused my forebears to immigrate to
Canada and then to the United States.
Everybody has a story like that.

But it is a sad and important realiza-
tion that the President, through his
Executive action, is disrespecting the
very individuals who have played by
the rules and whom we celebrate as
great, patriotic Americans. But appar-
ently our friends in the minority don’t
even want to talk about it, so that is
why they stopped this funding bill—$40
billion to fund the Department of
Homeland Security—and refused to
even talk about it, much less debate it.
They are going to come out here on the
floor, I trust, and click through the
days and say: Well, we only have 3
weeks until the Department runs out
of money. It is like the old story about
the teenager who murders his own par-
ents, and then he goes to court and
pleads for mercy because—he says:
Judge, I am an orphan. That is what
our friends in the minority have done.

This is a crisis of their own making.
In fact, we don’t want a crisis. We want
to eliminate government by crises.
That is why the House has passed the
responsible piece of legislation they
have. That is why we ought to take it
up today. If they don’t like it—I know
there are Members on our side who dis-
agree with certain portions of it—then
we ought to debate it and we ought to
vote. Any way we look at it, the Sen-
ate ought to at least have the debate
on this legislation.

Last week our colleague from Illi-
nois, the assistant minority leader,
came to the floor and praised the new
majority leader, Senator MCCONNELL,
for his leadership during the first few
weeks of the new Republican majority
here in the Senate. He said:

I hope that in our role in the minority, we
can work with you to achieve at least debate
on the floor if not some significant legisla-
tion.

That was a nice moment. But then
the very next day, on a call with re-
porters, my colleague from Illinois
pledged to filibuster the House-passed
Department of Homeland Security
funding bill and refused to even allow a
debate—a threat they made good on
today.

So my request to our colleagues on
the Democratic side is simple: Honor
the promise the senior Senator from Il-
linois made last week to have an open
and fair debate and not just shut it
down and create government by crisis
and add to the very dysfunction the
voters repudiated on November 4.



S724

I am glad to yield to the Senator
from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LANKFORD). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my col-
league. I just have a few more ques-
tions, and then I will say my piece.

First, I ask my colleague, is it his
party that is in the majority in this
body?

Mr. CORNYN. Absolutely.

Mr. SCHUMER. Indeed they are—sad,
from our point of view.

Mr. CORNYN. We are delighted to be.

Mr. SCHUMER. Isn’t it true that the
majority has the ability to put any bill
they want on the floor just about at
any time? They can rule XIV. They can
go through committee. There are many
procedural ways to get a bill on the
floor; is that right?

Mr. CORNYN. Again, Mr. President,
the distinguished Senator from New
York knows well the answer to that is
yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. My final question is
this: Since we have a Department of
Homeland Security that needs funding
and the issue of immigration is a con-
troversial issue—one on which we rel-
ish a debate—wouldn’t it be possible
for the majority to pass a Department
of Homeland Security bill without ex-
traneous and controversial amend-
ments, send that back to the House,
and then move immediately to debate
the immigration proposal that was
added to the bill by the House or any
other immigration proposal they wish
to bring forward? I am not saying they
will do it; I am just asking my dear
friend, isn’t that possible procedurally
for the majority to do?

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, re-
sponding to my friend from New York,
I would say theoretically the answer to
his question is yes. As a practical mat-
ter, we know the House has passed a
particular piece of legislation that we
would like to take up. It is what it is.
It is the hand we have been dealt. That
is the base bill to operate from. There
are, of course, procedures to change it.

Senator MCCONNELL, the majority
leader of the Senate, has said he be-
lieves there should be an open amend-
ment process, and I trust our friends
across the aisle would have a chance to
offer an amendment and get a vote. If
they have the votes, they are going to
win.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New York.

————
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, the
distinguished majority leader has stat-
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ed that it is possible within the proce-
dures of this Senate to pass a homeland
security bill, as negotiated by our
Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs—and I see the
able head of the subcommittee here on
the floor, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—and then move to immigration
and bring it to the floor. So all of his
arguments that we are afraid to debate
immigration, that we don’t want to de-
bate immigration are false.

There is not one choice, there are
two. One is to debate immigration fully
and openly. The other is to a play a
game of hostage, to say: We are Kkid-
napping Homeland Security, and now
let’s have a debate on how much the
ransom should be.

No one in America wants us to legis-
late that way. I know my colleagues in
the Senate didn’t do that. It was the
House that did it, led by thinking by
the junior Senator from Texas. His
view, as I have heard him say, is that
what the President did on immigration
is so awful that we should shut down
the Department of Homeland Security
as a way of forcing the President to go
along with what the junior Senator
from Texas wants.

When are our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle going to learn? They
followed Senator CRUz a year and a
half ago when he wanted to shut down
the government over ObamaCare. They
actually did shut down the government
for a few weeks and were so widely ex-
coriated by just about all Americans
that they backed off. But they haven’t
learned. They are following the junior
Senator from Texas, Mr. CRUZ, into a
cul-de-sac at best and over a cliff at
worst.

We are happy to debate homeland se-
curity but not with a gun to our head
or the President’s head; not to say: If
you don’t do it my way, I am going to
shut down the government. The vast
majority of Americans—Democratic,
Independent, Republican, North, East,
South, West—don’t believe that is how
we should legislate. I am surprised—I
am almost shocked, with some of the
wisdom we have in the leadership of
this body, that they are allowing that
to happen. We will not. We have the
ability to block it, and block it we will.
We will not play hostage. We will not
risk shutting down Homeland Secu-
rity—as I am sure my colleague from
New Hampshire will talk about—a vital
Department. We will not let their being
upset with DREAM kids jeopardize our
safety with ISIS. We will not let that
happen.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to pass the bill that
has already been put on the floor—a
clean Homeland Security bill—then
they may decide to put immigration on
the floor, and we will be happy, happy,
happy to debate it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
have to say that I am a little confused
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about what is happening right now.
The Republican Party is in charge—to-
tally in charge of Congress. I am sure
Speaker BOEHNER’s and Majority Lead-
er MCCONNELL’s staffs talk on a daily
basis. I am sure they are talking, co-
ordinating, and realizing the Repub-
lican Party now has the responsibility
of showing this country they can run
Congress.

So what do we do right out of the
gate? We threaten to shut down the De-
partment of our government that pro-
tects our homeland while ISIS is burn-
ing prisoners alive on film? The irony
of this is Republicans are in charge. All
they have to do is present a clean fund-
ing bill for Homeland Security, and the
very next day take up immigration re-
form and debate it. But they are trying
to play a political trick and trying to
make it look as if somehow their dis-
agreement with the President on immi-
gration trumps the protection of our
country and that somehow we will all
go along with that.

Speaker BOEHNER mentioned me. My
friend and my colleague from Texas
just mentioned me. Yes, I said it. I am
uncomfortable with the President
issuing Executive orders such as this—
no matter what party it is, no matter
who the President is. But what I said
when I made that statement is—I
pivoted, and I said: Do you know how
we prevent that from happening? We
have a House of Representatives that is
willing to take up and debate immigra-
tion reform. This body passed a bipar-
tisan immigration reform bill by a
wide margin. It wasn’t even a squeak-
er. Many of my Republican colleagues
voted for it, understanding this is a
public policy area in our country that
needs to be addressed.

We can’t make it a political punching
bag on either side. My party can’t say:
We are for the immigrants; we get
their votes. And the Republican Party
can’t say: Well, we are for the tea
party, and we are against all immi-
grants. We need to come together and
do public policy in a system that is
broken. The bill we passed here was
amazing in terms of border security.
But Speaker BOEHNER wouldn’t take it
up for more than 18 months. Speaker
BOEHNER wouldn’t even allow it to be
debated on the floor of the House.

Now the Republicans are in charge.
Do they take up immigration reform?
Do they have a proposal? By the way,
that is the way you get rid of the Presi-
dent’s Executive order; that is, we do
our jobs. We do our job. It is a little bit
like ‘“‘replace” for health care. I have
heard repeal and replace for 4 years.
Has anybody seen replace? Has it been
identified anywhere? If it is out there,
I would love to see it. It has been
talked about a lot. The same thing for
immigration. If you don’t like what the
President has done, then put up a bill
and let’s debate it.

By the way, the Republicans have the
power to do that immediately after we
fund Homeland Security. We don’t have
to talk about anything else. We can
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